CHAPTER 10 Responses to Comments

10.1 ORGANIZATION OF THE RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

In total, seven comment letters were received during the DEIR review period from four state

departments, one organization, and two individuals. Table 10-1 (Comment Letters Received on the

DEIR) provides a comprehensive list of commenters in the order that they are presented in this section.

Table 10-1 Comment Letters Received on the DEIR

Page Where Page Where
No. Commenter/Organization Abbreviation | Comment Begins | Response Begins
STATE DEPARTMENTS
1 | California Department of Conservation (dated October 20, 2011) DOC 10-3 10-22
9 (2331In;c;rma Department of Toxic Substances Control (dated October 20, DTSC 10-4 10-22
3 | California Department of Transportation (dated October 12, 2011) DOT 10-8 10-25
4 | Native American Heritage Commission (dated September 30, 2011) NAHC 10-10 10-27
PRIVATE ORGANIZATIONS
Hickey and Petchul, LLP (on behalf of Huntington View Point Owners i i
% | Association) (dated October 21, 2011) HP 1015 1027
INDIVIDUALS
6 | The Peter Law Firm (Alois Peter, Jr.) (dated October 19, 2011) PLF 10-17 10-31
7 | Kate Tran (dated October 18, 2011) KT 10-19 10-35

In addition to the written comments noted above, five verbal comments from individuals were received
at the Beach and Ellis Mixed-Use Project DEIR Public Information Meeting held on October 6, 2011, as
outlined below.

Table 10-2 Verbal Comments Received at the DEIR Public Information Meeting

Page Where Page Where
Commenter Abbreviation Comment Begins Response Begins
PuBLIC TESTIMONY (DEIR MEETING)
Tipton Wright ™ 10-21 10-35
John Craney JC 10-21 10-37
Fred Kent FK 10-21 10-38
Simon Feirstein SF 10-21 10-39
Nancy Untener NU 10-21 10-39
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Chapter 10 Responses fo Comments ‘

This chapter of the EIR contains all comments received on the DEIR during the public review period, as
well as the Lead Agency’s responses to these comments. Reasoned, factual responses have been provided
to all comments received, with a particular emphasis on environmental issues. Detailed responses have
been provided where a comment raises a specific issue; however, a general response has been provided
where the comment is relatively general. Although some letters may raise legal or planning issues, these
issues do not always constitute environmental issues as defined by CEQA. In these instances, the
comment has been noted, but a detailed response has not been provided. Generally, the responses to
comments provide explanation or expand on information contained in the DEIR.

10.2 COMMENTS ON THE DEIR

This section contains the original comment letters, which have been bracketed to isolate the individual
comments, followed by a section with the responses to the comments within the letter. As noted above,
and stated in CEQA Guidelines Sections 15088(a) and 15088(b), comments that raise environmental
issues are provided with responses. Comments that are outside of the scope of CEQA review will be
forwarded for consideration to the decision makers as part of the project approval process. In some
cases, a response may refer the reader to a previous response, if that previous response substantively and
substantially addressed the same issues.
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10.2.1 State Departments

M Cadlifornia Department of Conservation (DOC), dated October 20,
2011

DOC

HATURAL RESCURCES AGINCY EDSALND G. BROWH, B, GOVERNOR

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION

Afee ALET AT Caddfornda’y H‘r’nn{'«iny- £ty

Division of Oll, Gas, & Geothermal Resources

5816 CORPORATE AVENUE & SUNTE J00 & CVFRESS, CALIFOSMIA F0830-4731
FHONE 714 [ B14-4847 » FAX T14 /8744553 « WEBIIE consnsslian S0.goy

October 20, 2011

Mz, Rosemary Medel

City of Huntington Beach, Dept. of Planning and Building
2000 Main Street

Huntinglon Beach, CA 92648

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR) FOR THE BEACH AND ELLIS MIXED USE
PROJECT, SCH # 2011081022

Dear Ms. Medel: m

The Department of Conservation’s Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources
{Division), Cypress office, has reviewed the above referenced project. Our comments are as
follows

o = : : DOC-1
The proposed project is located within the administrative boundaries of the Huntington Beach oil
field. There are no wells within the project boundaries. However, if excavation or grading
operations uncover a previously unrecorded well, the Division's Cypress district office must be
notified, as the discovery of any unrecorded well may require remedial operations.

If you have any questions, please call me (714) 816-6847.

Sincerely,
= (/_,__
Sl Touc [2

!

Syndi Pompa v

Associate Ol & Gas Engineer - Facilities

The .I'J'e-lmr:tm-l'm.r of Comgervantion ‘s misuion fx to balamce roday s meeds with tomorrow s challenges ond foarer imiellipens, suriainable,
sl q’,l'ffgu'ﬂu MR r.l_H'.'n’[."ur:rJ'.J'f CRETEY, S goved amineral resonrces
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M Cadlifornia Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), dated
October 20, 2011

, DTSC
%
\‘b .,f Department of Toxic Substances Control

Deborah O, Raphael, Dwecior
Maithow Rodriguaz 5766 Corporata Avenue

oy TR Cypress, Califnmia G0630
Emwronmaerial Frolsction

October 20, 2011

Ms. Rosemary Medel

City of Huntington Beach, Department of Planning and Building
2000 Main Street

Huntington Beach, California 92648

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT /ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT FOR BEACH AND ELLIS MIXED USE PROJECT (SCH# 2011081022),

Dear Ms. Medel: E

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has received your submitted
MNatice of Preparation of the Environmental Impact Report for the above-mentioned
project. The following projecl description is stated in your document: “The proposed
project site is a flat, approximately 2.74-acre (119,236 sf), consisting of two parcels,
located at the southeast corner of Beach Boulevard and Ellis Avenue, in the Five Points
District Segment of the BECSP area. The proposed project at Beach Boulevard and
Ellis Avenue (proposed project) would result in a six-story mixad-use development
consisting of retail and residential uses. Levels one and two of the proposed project DTSC-1
would house the commercial component, including an approximately 30,000 sf market
use, approximately 7,000 sf of retail shops, and retall parking. Additionally,
approximately 1,850 sf of public open space will be provided for the retail uses at sireet
lgvel, located al the comer of Beach Boulevard and Ellis Avenue, Parking for tha
residential portion of the proposed project would be provided on Level three. Levels four
through six would include 105 condominium residential units and 10,500 sf of open
space for residential use. The proposed project would result in the construction of
approximately 37,000 sf of retail uses, 105 residential units, and 483 parking spaces
{220 retail and 263 residential parking spaces)”, '
L |

Based on the review of the submitted document DTSC has the following comments:
1) The EIR should evaluate whether conditions within the project area may pose a

threat to human health or the environment. Following are the databases of some| DTSC-2
of the regulatory agencies:

= National Priorities List (NPL): A list maintained by the Uniled States
Envircnmental Protection Agency (U.S.EPA). v
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Ms. Rosemary Mede|
October 20, 2011
Page 2

A

» Envirostor (formerly CalSites): A Dalabase primarily used by the California
Department of Toxic Substances Control, accessible through DTSC's
website (see below),

+ Resource Conservation and Recovery Information System (RCRIS): A
database of RCRA facilities that is maintained by U.5. EPA.

= Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and Liability
Infarmation System (CERCLIS): A database of CERCLA sites that is
maintained by U.5.EPA.

« Solid Waste Information System (SWIS): A database provided by the DTSC-2
California Integrated Waste Management Board which consists of both Cont,
open as well as closed and inactive solid waste disposal facilities and
transfer stations.

= GeoTracker: A List that is maintained by Regional Water Quality Control
Boards.

+ Local Counties and Cities maintain lists for hazardous substances cleanup
sites and leaking underground slorage tanks.

¢ The United States Army Corps of Engineers, 911 Wilshire Boulevard,
Los Angeles, California, 90017, (213) 452-3908, maintains a list of
Formerly Used Defense Sites (FUDS).

2) The EIR should identify the mechanism lo initiate any required investigation
and/or remediation for any site thal may be contaminated, and the government DTSC-3
agency to provide appropriate regulatory oversight. If necessary, DTSC would
require an oversight agreement in order o review such documents., .

3) Any environmental investigations, sampling and/or remediation for a site should
be conducted under a Workplan approved and overseen by a regulatory agency
that has jurisdiction to oversee hazardous substance cleanup. The findings of
any investigations, including any Phase | or Il Environmental Site Assessment DTSC-4
Investigations should be summarized in the document. All sampling results in
which hazardous substances were found above regulatory standards should be
clearly summarized in a table. All closure, certification or remediation approval

reports by regulatory agencies should be included in the EIR. '

[ ]
4) If buildings, other structures, asphalt or concrete-paved surface areas are being DTSC-5
planned to be demolished, an investigation should also be conducled for the >

b
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Ms. Rosemary Medel
October 20, 2011
Page 3

presence of other hazardous chemicals, mercury, and asbestos containing

materials (ACMs). If other hazardous chemicals, lead-based paints (LPE) or

products, mercury or ACMs are identified, proper precautions should be taken DTSC-5

during demolition activities. Additionally, the contaminants should be remediated | Cont.

in compliance with California environmental regulations and policies. .

5) Future project construction may require soil excavation or filling in certain areas,
Sampling may be required. If soil is contaminated, it must be properly disposed
and not simply placed in another location onsite. Land Disposal Restrictions
{LDRs) may be applicable lo such soils. Also, if the project proposes to import
soil to backfill the areas excavated, sampling should be conducted to ensure that
the imported soil is free of contamination. B

DTSC-6

G) Human health and the environment of sensitive receptors should be protected
during any construction or demolition activities. If necessary, a health risk
assessment overseen and approved by the appropriate government agency DTSC-7
should be conducted by a gualified health risk assessor to determine if there are,
have been, or will be, any releases of hazardous materials that may pose a risk
to human health or the environment.

7) If it is determined that hazardous wastes are, or will be, generated by the
proposed operations, the wastes must be managed in accordance with the
California Hazardous Waste Control Law (California Health and Safety Code,
Division 20, Chapter 6.5) and the Hazardous Waste Control Regulations
(California Code of Regulations, Title 22, Division 4.5). If it is determined that
hazardous wastes will be generated, the facility should also obtain a United DTSC-8
Slates Environmental Protection Agency Identification Number by contacting
(800) 618-6942. Certain hazardous wasle treatment processes or hazardous
materials, handling, storage or uses may require auihorization from the local
Ceriified Unified Program Agency (CUPA). Infermation about the requirement for
authorization can be obtained by cenlacting your local CUPA. L

8) DTSC can provide cleanup oversight through an Environmental Oversight
Agreement (EQA) for government agencies that are nol responsible parlies, ora
Voluntary Cleanup Agreement (VCA) for private parties. For additional DTSC-9
information on the ECA or VCA, please see
www.disc.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/Brownfields, or contact Ms. Maryam Tasnif-
Abbasi, DTSC's Voluntary Cleanup Coordinator, at (714) 484-5489.

10-6 City of Huntington Beach, Beach and Ellis Mixed-Use Project EIR



Chapter 10 Responses to Comments

iMs. Rosemary Meds|
October 20, 2011
Page 4

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact me at DTSC-10
ashami@dtsc.ca.gov, or by phone at (714) 484-5472,

Sincergl{ g

(LAl
AT Shami
Frdject Manager
Brownfields and Environmental Restoration Program

ce:  Gowvernor's Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse
P.O. Box 3044
Sacramento, California 95812-3044
state.clearinghousef@opr.ca.qov

CEQA Tracking Center

Department of Toxic Substances Conltraol
Office of Environmental Planning and Analysis
P.O. Box BOG

Sacramento, California 95812
nritter@dtsc.ca.qov

CEQA # 3349
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Cadlifornia Department of Transportation (DOT), dated October 12,
2011

DOT

STATRDE CALIFQNNIA-S1EHNTE TH ANIRONT 4 TN AN MOUSTS0 AGPYCY._

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Drstrect 12

3337 Michelison Dirive, Sulte 180

Arvime, LA Wil J-Hed

Tel: (949 T24-2000

Fax; (49 T14-1592

Flaw yawe powir)
Be omerge effcionil

FAX & MAIL

October 12, 2011

Ricky Ramos File: IGR/CEQA
Semtor Plammer SCH#: 2011091022
City of Huntington Beach Log &: 2787

2000 Main Strest SR-39 and [-405
Huntington Beach, CA 92648

Subject: 18502 and 15508-18552 Beach Boulevard at Ellis
Dear Mr. Ramos,

Thank you for the oppertunily to review and comment on the Notice Beach and Ellis Mixed Use
Project Environmental Impact Report (EIR) . The proposed project would result in a Six-story
mixed-use development consisting of retail and residential uses, located at the comer of Beach

Boulevard and Ellis Avenue. The nearest State routes 1o the project are SR-39 and [-405. DOT-1

The California Department of Transportation (Depariment), District 12 is 2 commenting agency

on this project and has the following comments: -

I. The Department’s Traffic Operattons Branch requests all epplicants to use the method "
outlined in the lalest version of the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) when analyzing
traffic impects on State Transportation Facilitics. The use of TICM is preferred by the
Department because it is an operational analysis as opposed to the Intersection Capacity
Ultilization (IC1T) method, which is a planning analysiz. In the case of projects that have
direct impacts on State Fecilities, the Department recommends that the traffic impact DOT-2
analysis be based on HCM method. Should the project require 2n encroachment permit,
Traffic Operations may find the Traffic Impact Study based on 1CU methodology
inadequate resulting in possible delay or denial of & permit by the Depariment, All input
sheets, assumptions and volumes on Stale Facilities including ramps and intersection
analysis should be submilted 10 the Department for review and approval.

“Chdram fpvover mobifior acron Califormin™
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The traffic impact on the state transponation sysiem should be evaluated based on the
Diepartment’s Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impost Studics which is available au
It ffwewnw dot ca goviha/iraffops/developservioperationalsystems/repons/tlisguide.pdf.
Pleasc ensure the EIR. includes appropriale mitigation measures tn offiel any potlential DOT-2
impacts. The intersection at Main Strect and Ellis should be analyzed for the future Cont.
condition in the year 2030 and address the potcntial back up and over flow mto the Beach
Boulevard, The proper mitigation should be implemented 1o address this overflow,
| |
2. If any project work (c.g. storage of matcrials, street widsning, emergency access improvements, W
gewer connections, sound walls, storm drain construction, streel conneclions, elc.) will occur in
the vicinity of the Depurtment’s Right-of- Way, an cncroachment permit is requived privr
commencement of work, Please allow 2 to 4 weeke for a complete submittal to be reviewed and
for a permit to be issued. When apphyng fior an Encroachment Permit, please incorporate
Environmental Documentation, SWPPP/ WPCP, Hydraulic Calculations, Traffic Control Plans,
Geotechnical Analvsis, Right-of-Way certification and all relevant design details including DOT-3
desigm exception approvals. For specific details on the Diepartment's Encroachment Permits
procedure, please refer to the Department®s Encroachment Permits Manual. The latest edition of
the manual {5 available on the web site: hitpoff'www.dot.ca.gov/hg/traffops/developservipermits/

3. Al work performed within the Department’s Right-o~Way shall be in sveordince with the
Department’s Standard Specifications, Standard Plans, Encroachment Permit manual, and the
California MUTTCD.

Please confinue to keep us informed of this project and any future developments, which could potentially

impact State transportation facilities. If you have any questions or noed to contact us, please do not DOT-4
hesitate to contact Farhad Bdward Khosravi at of khosravi@dot ca pov or (949) 724-2338,

Sin

Christopher Herre, Branch Chisf
Local Development/Intergovernmental Review

“Cimiirany lmgroves mobilisy acranr Califeais "'
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M Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), dated September
30, 2011

NAHC

ETATE OF CALEFCRNLA, Edmund 0. Brewn,dr, Garecnor
NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION é"gg

September 30, 2011

Ms. Rosemary Medel, Project Planner

City of Huntington Beach, Department of Planning and
Bullding

2000 Main Street

Huntington Beach, CA 92648

Dear Ms, Medel:
|
The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), the State of California
Trustee Agency’ for the protection and preservation of Native American cultural resources
pursuant to California Public Resources Code §21070 and affirmed by the Third Appellate Court
in the case of EPIC v. Johnson (1985 170 Cal App. 3™ 604). The NAHC wishes to comment on
the proposed project.

This letter includes state and federal statutes relating to Native American
historic properties of religious and cultural significance to American Indian tribes and interested
Native American individuals as ‘consulting parties’ under both state and federal law. State law
also addresses the freedom of Mative American Religious Expression in Public Resources Code

§5097.9.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA - CA Public Resources Code
21000-21177, amendments effective 3/18/2010) requires that any project that causes a
substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource, that includes NAHC-1
archaeclogical resources, is a "significant effect’ requiring the preparation of an Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) per the CEQA Guidelines defines a significant impact on the environment
as ‘a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of physical conditions within
an area affected by the proposed project, including ... objects of historic or aesthetic
significance.” In order to comply with this provision, the lead agency is required to assess
whether the project will have an adverse impact on these resources within the ‘area of potential
effect (APE), and if 50, to mitigate that effect. The NAHC Sacred Lands File (SLF) search
resulted as follows: Mative American cultural resources were not identified in the area
(APEs) you specified. Also, the absence of archaeological resources does not preclude their
existence,

The NAHC "Sacred Sites,’ as defined by the MNative American Heritage Commission and
the California Legislature in California Public Resources Code §§5097 94(a) and 5087 96,
Items in the MAHC Sacred Lands Inventory are confidential and exempt from the Public
Records Act pursuant to California Government Code §6254 (r ).

10-10 City of Huntington Beach, Beach and Ellis Mixed-Use Project EIR
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Early consultation with Native American tribes in your area is the best way to avoid 4

unanticipated discoveries of cultural resources or burial sites once a project is underway.,
Culturally affiliated tribes and individuals may have knowledge of the religious and cultural
significance of the historic properties in the project area (e.g. APE). We strongly urge that you
make contact with the list of Mative American Contacts on the attached list of Native American
contacts, to see if your proposed project might impact Native American cultural resources and to
obtain their recommendations concerning the proposed project. Special reference is made to
the Tribal Consultation requirements of the California 2006 Senate Bill 1059: enabling legislation
to the federal Energy Policy Act of 2005 (P.L. 109-58), mandates consultation with Native
American tribes (both federally recognized and non federally recognized) where electrically
transmission lines are proposed. This is codified in the California Public Resources Code,
Chapter 4.3 and §25330 to Division 15.

Furthermore, pursuant to CA Public Resources Code § 5097.95, the NAHC requests
that the Native American consulting parties be provided pertinent project information.
Consultation with Native American communities is also a matter of environmental justice as
defined by California Government Code §65040.12(e). Pursuant to CA Public Resources Code
§5097.95, the NAHC requests that pertinent project information be provided consulting tribal
parties. The NAHC recommends avoidance as defined by CEQA Guidelines §15370(a) to
pursuing a project that would damage or destroy MNative American cultural resources and
Section 2183.2 that requires documentation, data recovery of cultural resources.

Consultation with tribes and interested Native American consulting parties, on the NAHC
list, should be conducted in compliance with the reguirements of federal NEPA and Section 106 NAHC-1
and 4{f) of federal NHPA (16 U.5.C. 470 et seq), 36 CFR Part 800.3 (f) (2) & .5, the President's
Council on Environmental Quality (C5Q, 42 U.5.C 4371 ef seq. and NAGPRA (25 U.5.C. 3001- Cont.
3013) as appropriate. The 1992 Secrelary of the Interiors Standards for the Treatment of
Historic Properties were revised so that they could be applied to all historic resource types
included in the National Register of Historic Places and including cultural landscapes. Also,
federal Executive Orders Nos. 11583 (preservation of cultural environment), 13175
(coordination & consultation) and 13007 (Sacred Sites) are helpful, supportive guides for
Section 108 consultation. The aforementioned Secretary of the Interior's Standards include
recommendations for all ‘lead agencies’ to consider the historic context of proposed projects
and to “research” the cultural landscape that might include the ‘area of potential effect.’

Confidentiality of “historic properties of religious and cultural significance” should also be
considered as protected by California Government Code §6254( r) and may also be protected
under Section 304 of he NHPA or at the Secretary of the Interior discretion if not eligible for
listing on the Mational Register of Historic Places. The Secretary may also be advised by the
federal Indian Religious Freedom Act (cf. 42 U.5.C., 1996) in issuing a decision on whether or
not to disclose ftems of religious and/or cultural significance identified in or near the APEs and

possibility threatened by proposed project activity.

Furthermore, Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, California Government Code
£27491 and Health & Safety Code Section 7050.5 provide for provisions for accidentally
discovered archeological resources during construction and mandate the processes to be
followed in the event of an accidental discovery of any human remains in a project location cther
than a 'dedicated cemetery’,

To be effective, consultation on specific projects must be the result of an ongoing Y
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relationship between MNative American tribes and lead agencies, project proponents and their

contractors, in the opinion of the NAHC. Regarding tribal consultation, a relationship built NAHC-1
around regular meetings and informal involvement with local tribes will lead to more qualitative Cont
consultation tribal input on specific projects. ’

If you have any questions about this response to your request, please do not hesitate to
16) 653-6251.

Attachment: Native American Contact List

10-12
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Ti'At Society/Inter-Tribal Council of Pimu
Cindi M. Alvitre, Chairwoman-Manisar
3098 Mace Avenue, Aapl. D Gabrielino
Costa Mesa, . CA 92626

calvitre @yahoo.com

(714) 504-2468 Cell

Juaneno Band of Mission Indians Acjachemen Nation
David Belardes, Chairperson

32161 Avenida Los Amigos  Juaneno
San Jusn Capisrang  (CA 92675

chiefdavidbelardes@yahoo.
(249) 493-4933 - home
(949) 293-8522

Tongva Ancestral Territorial Tribal Nation
John Tommy Rosas, Tribal Admin.

Private Address Gabrielino Tongva

tattnlaw@gmail.com
310-570-6567

Eﬁ#}gﬁrem gggv%ﬁg#p(gmel Band of Mission

PO Box 693 Gabrielino Tongva
San Gabriel . CA 91778

GT Tribalcouncil@aol.com

(626) 286-1632

(626) 2B6-1758 - Home

(626) 286-1262 -FAX

This list is current enly &s of the date of this document.

in the Clty of Huntington Beach; Orange County, Calllomia.

Native American Contacts
Orange County
September 30, 2011

Gabrialing Tongva Nation
Sam Dunlap, Chairperson
P.O. Box BE20E

Los Angeles . CA 90088
samdunlap@earthlink.net

Gabrielino Tongva

(909) 262-9351 - cell

Juaneno Band of Mission indians Acjachamen MNation
Anthony Rivera, Chairman
31411-A La Matanza Street
San Juan Capistrang (A, 92675-2674
arivara@juaneno.com

(240) 488-3484

(949) 488-3294 - FAX

(530) 354-5876 - cell

Juanano

Gabriefino Tongva Indians of California Tribal Council
Robert F. Dorame, Tribal Chair/Cultural Resources

P.0. Box 490 Gabrielino Tongva
Bellflower + GCA 90707

gtongva@verizon.net

562-761-6417 - voice
562-761-6417- fax

Juaneno Band of Mission Indians
Alfred Cruz, Culural Resources Coordinator

P.O. Box 25628 Juaneno
Santa Ana . CA 92793
alfredgcruz @ sbeglobal.net
714-998-0721

714-998-0721 - FAX

714-321-1944 - call

Distributhon of this list does not redieve any parson of the statutory responsibllity as defined In Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code,
Section 5087.94 of the Public Resources Code and Section 5067.58 of tha Public Resources Code.

This list is applicable for contacting local Native Americans with regard to cultural resources for the proposed
SCHE2011081022; CEQA Notice of Completion; draft Environmental impact Report (DEIR) for the Beach and Ellis Mized-Use Project; located
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Juaneno Band of Mission Indians

Adolph 'Bud’ Sepulveda, Vice Chairperson
P.0O. Box 25828 Juaneno
Santa Ana . CA 92799
bssepul@yahoo.net

714-838-3270
714-914-1812 - CELL

bsepul@yahoo.net

Juanefio Band of Mission Indians
Saonla Johnston, Tribal Chairperson

P.O. Box 25628 Juaneno
Santa Ana , CA 92799
sonia.johnston@sbeglobal.

(714) 323-8312

Juaneno Band of Mission Indians
Anita Espinoza

1740 Concerto Drive Juaneno
Anahgim « CA 92807
neta? 77 @sbcglobal.net

(714) 779-8832

United Coalition to Protect Panhe (UCPF)
Rebecca Robles

119 Avenida San Femando Juaneno
San Clemente CA 92672
rebrobles1@gmail.com

(949) 573-3138

This list s cumment only as of the date of this document.

in the City of Huntington Beach; Orange County, California.

MNative American Contacts
Orange County
September 30, 2011

Gabrielino-Tongva Tribe

Bemie Acuna

1875 Century Pk East #1500 Gabrielino
Los Angeles . CA 80067

(619) 294-6660-work

(310) 428-5690 - cell

{310) 587-0170 - FAX

bacunal @gabrieinotribe.org

Juaneno Band of Mission indians Acjachemen Mation
Jﬂ‘j’ﬂﬂ FBI’I’Y; Hupresanﬁng Tribal Chﬂil'pﬂl’&ﬂi"l
4955 Paseo Segovia Juaneno

Irvine  CA 92612

949-283-8522

Gabrielino-Tongva Tribe
Linda Candelaria, Chairwoman

1875 Century Park East, Suite 1500
Los Angeles . CA 80067  Gabrielino
lcandetarial @ gabrielinoTribe.org
626-676-1184- cell

(310) 587-0170 - FAX
760-904-6533-home

Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians
Andrew Salas, Chairperson

P.O. Box 393

Covina « CA 91723
(626) 926-4131
gabrielencindians@yahoo.
com

Gabirelino Tongva

Distribution of this list doss not relieve any person of the statutory reeponsibility as defined in Section T050.5 of the Health and Safety Coda,
Section 5097.94 of the Public Resources Code and Section 5087.98 of the Public Resources Code,

This list is applicable for contacting local Native Americans with regard to cultural resources for the proposed
SCHEZ011081022; CEQA Notice of Complation; drmft Environmental impact Report (DEIR) for the Beach and Ellis Mixed-Use Project; located

10-14

City of Huntington Beach, Beach and Ellis Mixed-Use Project EIR




10.2.2

M Hickey and Petchul, LLP (on behalf of the Huntington View Point
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Organizations

Owners Association) (HP), dated October 21, 2011

Chrintaphber J. Boahawaki
Degbagah L. Lailar
Wisliin-E, Slxtay FACSIMILE (249 727-1797

HickEY & PETOCHUL, LLP

TELEPWHONE {249 T27-1 777

el Cmuwiel

Qctober 21, 2011

Rosemory Medel, Associate Planner VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS OVERNIGHT
NI} LS, MAIL

ity of runtmgivi Beacl
Planning and Building Department
2000 Mauin Street

Huntington Beach, CA 92648

Re:  Huntington View Point Owners' Association
Subject: Comments and Ohjections to Beach and Ellis Mixed-Use Project
Dear Ms. Medel:

This firm is legal counsel for the Huntington View Point Owners' Association
(“Association™), In that capacity, we have been requested 1o comment upon and object to the
Beach and Ellis Mixed-Use Project pursuant to Section 15087 of the State CEQA Guidelings.
The Association maintains the position that such a project is potentially detrimental to the
quality of life of the residents of the Association, including potential for increased traffic,
erime and overall reduction in the quality of life. B

The Association consists of approximately 81 single-family, townhome residences
located nearby to the Beach and Ellis Mixed-Use Project.  The development of the
commercial and residential units as part of ihe Beach and Ellis Mixed-Use Project wiil
directly impact the fumilies, residents, and Members of the Huntington View Point (wwners”
Association in terms of increased vehicular traffic, pedestrian traffic, potential increases in
criminal activity, and increased competition for limited parking. As the Mixed-Use Project
anticipates approximately 105 to 274 residential units within a 2.7 acre site, this high density
structure, will likely detrimentally impact not only the residents of Humington View Point
Owners' Association, but all residents living within the City of Huntington Beach., High
density projects lend 10 imcrease tralfic, parking and erime rates, and all have a negative
impact upon the property values of the current constituency within the City of Huntington
Beach

Uit givn View Polet M bedel HARsach b et 102111

HP

Daeid L. Mllskey ATTORNEYS AT Law wan P e i
Birk ¥ Fonahal =

Deniss B, Tgar 114 Paciries, Surre 3410

Rivid 4. Waakil IRVINE, CALIFORNLA T2618

HP-1
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Ms. Medel

City of Huntington Beach
October 21, 2011

Page 2

The Association urges the City of Huntington Beach Planning and Building ¥
Department to reconsider the overall high-density nature of this potential project, and more
adequately address the specific environmental impact this project will have upon the quality
of life for the current residents and constituents within the City of Huntington Beach, as well
as those within the specific homeowners association known as Huntington View Point | gp.2
Orwners' Association. The Association intends to appear at the public hearing to be held in
this matter and to object to the commencement of this project unless further studies and
research is conducted to ensure that the impact upon residents of the City of Huntington
Beach and the residents of the Huntington View Point Owners” Association is minimized. .
The Association requests that the City of Huntington Beach Planning and Building .
Departmnent. provide individual notice to the homeowners within Huntington View Point
Owners” Association prier o approving this project to allow the individual Members of the
community to review the Environmental Impact Report, as well as the project description, to | HP-3
allow for proper comment from individual owners within the community, [t appears, based
upon our review of the documentation, that such notice was not previously provided to the
specific owners and residents within the Huntington View Point Owners’ Association. -

Additionally, the Association reserves its right to further comment and object to any of
the issues contained within the pool of comments and ohjections received from other | HP-4
interested parties, '

The Association appreciates the City’s anticipated cooperation in this matter, and we
look forward to working with the Planning and Building Department to ensure that the | gp-s
residents of Huntington View Point Owners' Association are adequately protected. .

Very truly yours,

HICKEY & PETCHUL, LLP

DAW:jw
ce;  Board of Directors
Huntington View Point Owners' Assn,

HumingionViewFonMedelHBBeach ElliaProjecy | 02111
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10.2.3 Individuals

M The Peter Law Firm (Alois Peter, Jr.) (PLF), dated October 19, 2011
PLF

THE PETER LAW FIRM

A Professional Corporation
17001 Beach Wvd , Sulic HE
Huntingron Beach, CA 92647
Telephona [714) ¥73-800% o Facsmile (714) 375-459 ;
Alois Peter, Jr Ceufi

PLEASHLREPLY TO

October 19, 2011
VIA LS, MAIL

Rosemary Medel, Associate Planner
City of Huntington Beach Planming and Building Department
2006 Main Street, Huntington Beach, CA 92648

Re: Beach and Ellis Mived Use Project

Diear Ms, Medel:

[ am the owner of a wown home in the Huntington Viewpoint neighborhood located at
Vallarta and Ellis, which is very close to the proposed project. Our neighborhood includes about 79
town homes. [ am also on the Board of Directors of our Homeowners Association. At our last
HOA meeting, one of the homeowners brought a copy of the Public Notice of Availability dated
September 6, 2011 and showed it to the Board and the other homeowners in attendance. No one PLF-1
clse had ever seen the Notice before. Everyone was shocked that there was such & large project
being proposed without them being made aware of it 1 am very opposed to this project becanse
it will lower the quality of life for the citizens of Huntington Beach., The following are some of
my objections, most or all of which I believe are also shared by the other Board members and
residents of our community.

I PLE-2

1. We were not given the proper notice as required by law,
2. The proposed site is only 2.7 acres!!! The proposed project includes up to 274 residential units.

NOT DENSELY PACKED PROJECTS LIKE THE ONE PROPOSED!! The proposed project
includes 4583 new parking stalls. WE DON'T NEED ANY MORE CARS IN HUNTINGTON
BEACH!!! We don't want any more traffie, we don’t want any forther congestion, we don't wani
any increase in crime. We don't need any more stores in our area. We don't want any more vacant
buildings in our arca. This project will lower our quality of life in Huntington Beach. This project
is only designed to maximize the profits for the developer. We understand that private property
owners should have a right to reasonably develop their property. However, il is your
responsibility (o stop developers from over building Huntington Beach to the detriment of the
citizens that vou work for.

PLF-3

3. The access o the proposed project is mostly from Ellis Avenue. That means that many of the
cars going to the project will drive past Vallaria Drive, which is the main access to our community. | PLF-4
This will make it much more difficult and dangerous for us to merge onto Ellis Avenue as we try to
exit our community. WE DON'T WANT THIS!! L
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4. The air quality in our neighborhood will get worse. With thousands of cars driving in and ouf of
the proposed project every day, the air pollution would increase. WE DON'T WANT DIRTIER
AIR, WE WANT CLEANER AIR!!

PLF-5

5. The cultural aspects of our community will get worse. We are not Manhattan where everyone is
densely packed together. We live in HB because we don't want to live in a crowded environment.
WE DON'T WANT OVER CROWDING!!

PLF-6

6. The noise level in our community will go way up. 274 more residences and thousands more cars
will increase the noise levels in our community. Nol to mention the imitating HB helicopter wall
probably hover over the sile, further increasing the noise and creating a nuisance. WE WANT A
PEACEFUL COMMUNITY NOT A NOISIER ONE!!

PLF-7

2 ——3 B—an——1

7. The utilities and service systems of HB will be further strained. For what? The citizens of HB

will not benefit. PLEF-8

B. We have seen arguments that the proposed project will have less negative impact than even
higher density development that has been proposed for the future. This is a typical political scare
tactic that does not belong in Huntington Beach, You must compare how this proposed project
will affect the lives of the citizens of HB now, not compare the proposed project to an even worse
seenano in the future. ]

PLF-9

9. Ewven the construction of this proposed project would create a nuisance that we don’t want. I PLF-10

1. We are also concerned that if the project is approved, it probably will never be completed. It .
does not make sense (o build a large dense project like this in this economy. [t is a recipe for
disaster. We already have enough vacant buildings in HB, The City of HB already took the
land at the old golf course on PCH and sold il to a developer to build a huge project which was | PLF-11
never completed. To this day that entire job site is an eve sore in our city., We would have
heen much better off allowing the golf course and the small residential community adjacent
to it to remain, WE DON'T WANT THE SAME THING HAPPENING ADIACENT TO OUR
COMMUNITY ! | |

I'm sure you understand that we don’t want this project. You have a responsibility (o look
out for the best interests of the citizens of HB, not some investors who don't even live here. Please | PLF-12
put me on whatever list you have so that T will receive proper notice of the next hearing. Thank

|
YOLL

Sincerely,
THE PETER. LAW FIRM

M“ﬁﬁ?/..

Alois Peter, Jr.
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M Kate Tran (KT), dated October 18, 2011

KT

Thanks again,

Rosemary Medel, Assoclate Flanner
City of Huntington Beach, CA 92648
Office (714) 374-1684

Fax [714) 3741540

email: rmedel@surfcity-hb.org

From: Kate Tran [mailto;katedhomes@gmail.com)
Sent: Tuesday, October 18, 2011 11:57 AM

To: Medel, Rosemary

Subject: Beach & Ellis project

Dear Ms. Medel,

Thank you for taking the time to speak to me about the Beach & Ellis plan, which is part of the  d
Beach and Edinger Corridor Specific Plan. | must say | feel strongly that the plan to develop a
six-story building on the corner of Beach & Ellis would be a huge mistake. | am in favor of
redevelopment and approve the changes that have been made thus far on Edinger, but this
location is far too small to allow for the kind of traffic congestion that would occur if such a KT-1
large building be constructed. There are plenty of apartments already in place at that location;
however, | would definitely be in favor of a new commercial structure, two stories at most. |
would like to know the outcome of the city's decision and realize that it is important as a local
homeowner to become more aware of its plans. Thank you for the time to read my
comments; | hope they will be considered in this matter. -

Sincerely,

Kate Tran
714-837-1983 direct

mailto:katedhomes@gmail.com
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Medel, Rosemary

To: Kate Tran
Subject: RE: Beach & Ellis project

Ms. Tran, as required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the responses
to your comments will be incorporated in the Beach and Ellis Final EIR. I will add your
name to our malling list for notification of all future meetings regarding this project.

Thanks again for your comments,

Medel, Associate Planner
City of Huntington Beach, CA 92648
Office [714) 374-1684
Fax (714) 374-1540
email: rmedel@surfcity-hb.org

From: Kate Tran [mailto: katedhomes@gmail.com)
Sent: Tuesday, October 18, 2011 1:11 PM

To: Medel, Rosemary

Subject: RE: Beach & Ellis project

Dear Ms. Medel,

My home address s 18192 Hartlund Lane, HB, 92646. | looked at SP 14 on line—the report is so long and the print so

srmall it was difficult to understand, Were the particulars of its impact on the comer of Ellis & Beach addressed at the | KT-2
time of its passing, or does the city have carte blanche at this point to build as it sees fit along Beach Blvd. without

further approval of the voters?

Thank you for your assistance,

Kate Tran

From: Medel, Rosemary [maifto: rmedel@surfcity-hb.org]
Sent: Tuesday, October 18, 2011 12:51 PM
To: Kate Tran

Subject: RE: Beach & Ellis praject

Ms Tran, thank you for your participation in the process. Also, here is the link to the
Beach and Edinger Corridors Specific Plan (SP 14), which will provide you with the
intent, vision and development standards of the SP 14,

http://www . huntingtonbeachca.gov/files/users/planning/SP14 Beach Edinger 050510,
pdf

You can also follow Planning Division projects from our home page. Look under major
projects as learn what is being considered for development in Huntington Beach.
http://www . huntingtonbeachca.gov/Government/Departments/Planning/

For the record, can you please forward your address?
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10.2.4 Public Testimony (DEIR Meeting)

M Tipton Wright (TW)

No one will use Beach Boulevard vehicular access point.

Are there impacts to Beach Boulevard and Ellis Avenue due to the reduction of vehicular access
points from seven to two?

Concerned about area intersections.

When was the last time car counts were taken in the city?

How will Bolsa be impacted by the project?

Concerns about backing up in the alley.

B John Craney (JC)

Concerned that project will make existing congestion on Ellis Avenue worse.

Center lane does nothing.

The intersections of Beach Boulevard/ Ellis Avenue and Beach Boulevard/Main Street are already
clogged.

The project will increase crime and the need for police. Crime statistics in the project area should
be provided.

Fumes associated with parking lot will create air pollution.

Six stories is too high.

Do not think there is enough water to serve project. Landscaping will require water. The city
already has water restrictions.

No benefits to the citizens of Huntington Beach.

Cannot believe project is being pushed through.

M Fred Kent (FK)

What is SRO? Not defined in DEIR glossary

Was not aware of any previous meetings.

Was analysis done for traffic on Ellis Avenue?

Would lights or turning lanes be installed at project site vehicular access points?

Traffic at the intersection of Ellis Avenue and Main Street is already bad.

Concerns about residents maneuvering in to project site. Access points may be too close to
intersection.

B Simon Feirstein (SF)

How would the project accommodate semitruck maneuvering in and out of the project site?
Will the dedicated alleyway in the back be widened?
Concerned about trucks using fire lane

B Nancy Untener (NU)

Is there another project similar to the proposed project in terms of the number units, density and
square footage?
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10.3 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DEIR
10.3.1 State Departments

M California Department of Conservation (DOC), dated October 20,

2011
DOC-1

Comment noted. This comment states that the proposed project site is located
within the administrative boundaries of the Huntington Beach oil field and that no
wells are located within the project boundaries. This statement is consistent with the
findings of the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Report (ESA) and Phase 11
Investigation report prepared for the project site.

The Department of Conservation (DOC) requests that if a previously unrecorded
well is uncovered during excavation or grading operations that the DOC’s Cypress
district office be notified, as the discovery of any unrecorded well may require
remedial operations. In the event that unknown contamination is encountered that
could present a threat to human health or the environment is encountered during
construction the appropriate agency would be notified, as required by mitigation
measure BECSP MM4.6-2. As such, in the event that an unrecorded well is
encountered, DOC will be notified.

B Cadlifornia Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), dated
October 20, 2011

DTSC-1

DTSC-2

10-22

This comment contains introductory or general information, and correctly provides a
summary of the proposed project. Please refer to responses to specific comments
and recommendations below. No further response is required.

This comment states that the EIR should evaluate conditions within the project area
that may pose threat to human health or the environment and provides a list of the
databases of regulatory agencies.

As stated on DEIR page 4.6-8:

In order to address the potential for encountering contamination within the project
area, a Phase I ESA report and a Phase II Investigation report were prepared for
the project site, as required by mitigation measures BECSP MM4.6-1 to investigate
potential contamination and require remediation if necessary, ptior to issuance of
any occupancy permits... the Phase I revealed that the active gas station is a LUST
site with ongoing remediation of soil and quarterly groundwater monitoring under
the oversight of the SARWQCB and OCHCA. To remediate any existing
conditions at the project site various work plans have been submitted to and were
approved by OCHCA.. .Identification and remediation of known contamination
on the project site as required by mitigation measure BECSP MM4.7-1, in
combination with implementation of mitigation measure BECSP MM4.6-2, which
requires the preparation and implementation of a Risk Management Plan in the
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event that unknown or unidentified soil and/or groundwater is encountered would
minimize the potential risk of contamination created by implementation of the
proposed project.

During preparation of the Phase I ESA Report, environmental databases referenced
in this comment and a number of other environmental databases were reviewed.
Refer to Section 12 (Review of Federal, State, Tribal, and Local Government
Databases) of the Phase I ESA Report included as DEIR Appendix B1 for a list of
databases searched.

As stated on DEIR page 4.6-10,

The proposed project site is not included on the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency‘s CERCLIS database and Department of Toxic and Substances Control's
EnviroStor. Based on review of the SWRCB‘s GeoTracker website, the proposed
project site is included on the environmental databases as a LUST site, as noted in
the Phase 1.

As disclosed above and on DEIR page 4.6-8 and page 4.6-10, all conditions on the
project site that may pose a threat to human health or the environment have been
disclosed and work plans to remediate the identified contamination have been
submitted to and approved by Orange County Health Care Agency (OCHCA),
consistent with this comment.

Mitigation measures BECSP MM4.6-1 and BECSP MM4.6-2 identify the mechanism
to initiate any required investigation and/or remediation for any site that may be
contaminated, as well as the government agency to provide appropriate regulatory
oversight. As required by BECSP MM4.6-1, a Phase I ESA, and subsequently a
Phase II Investigation Report, and Additional Site Assessment Report and Work
Plan for Additional Site Assessment, was prepared for the project site. These reports
are included as Appendices B1, B2, and B3 of the DEIR. As a mechanism is in place,
as requested by this comment, no further response is provided.

Consistent with this comment, a summary of the findings of the Phase I ESA,
Phase II Investigation Report, and Additional Site Assessment Report and Work
Plan for Additional Site Assessment prepared for the project site are included in
DEIR Section 4.6 (Geology/Soils). These reports are included in the DEIR as
Appendices B1, B2, and B3, respectively. A summary of closure and certification
reports have been provided in DEIR Section 4.6.1 (Environmental Setting). A no
further action certification was issued by OCHCA on October 14, 2010, for the dry
cleaner facility on the project site. Remediation efforts associated with the LUST
remain active at the project site and will be ongoing with implementation of the
proposed project. Various work plans have been submitted to and were approved by
OCHCA to remediate any existing conditions. As provided on DEIR page 4.6-2:

... work plans include an Additional Site Assessment to address potential soil and
groundwater contamination (report dated July 16, 2010; approval date August 20,
2010),1819 separate phase hydrocarbon removal (November 29, 2010, approval
dated January 11, 2011),2021 soil vapor survey (report dated November 30, 2010,
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DTSC-5

DTSC-6

DTSC-7

10-24

approval date January 12, 2011),2223 and the installation of a “deep zone”
groundwater monitoring well (December 15, 2010, approval dated January 13,
2011).24%5 Remediation efforts remain active at the project site and will be ongoing
with implementation of the proposed project.

All closure, certification, and remediation approval reports by regulatory agencies are
referenced in the DEIR and available for the review with the City.

The comment states that an investigation should be conducted for the presence of
hazardous chemicals, mercury, lead based paints (LBP) and asbestos containing
materials (ACMs) prior to demolition activities, and contaminants should be
remediated. Consistent with this comment, DEIR page 4.6-4 identifies the potential
for ACMs and LBPs to be present in buildings that would be demolished and states
that abatement will be required during the project’s demolition phase. As required by
mitigation measure BECSP MM4.6-1, remediation, including the abatement of
ACMs and LBP, shall occur prior to construction of the project, in accordance with
federal and state regulations. Additionally, mitigation measure BECSP MM4.6-2
requires that in the event that contamination is encountered during construction,
construction activities in the immediate vicinity of the contamination shall cease and
a Risk Management Plan would be prepared, approved, and implemented, and
appropriate agencies notified. As such, no further response is necessary.

As discussed on DEIR page 4.6-2, remediation efforts remain active at the project
site and will be ongoing with implementation of the proposed project under the
oversight of the SARWQCB and OCHCA. In the event that previously unknown
contaminated soils are encountered during the construction phase of the project,
mitigation measure BECSP MM4.6-2 would be implemented, as described under
Response DTSC-5. Additionally, implementation of mitigation measure BECSP
MM4.6-3 would reduce any impacts associated with methane gas by ensuring that
appropriate testing and methods of gas detection are implemented at the project site,
as required by HBFD City Specification No. 429, Methane District Building Permit
Requirement. As such, imported soils or soil used for backfill would be free of
contamination.

As discussed in Section 4.6 of the DEIR, construction activities would involve the
utilization of diesel-powered trucks and equipment, which would result in temporary
diesel emissions that have been determined to be a potential health hazard. As
discussed under Response DTSC-2, contamination on the project site has been
identified and remediation is ongoing at the project site. In the event that previously
unknown contaminated soils are encountered during construction activities,
mitigation measure BECSP MM4.6-2 would be implemented which requires
construction activities in the immediate vicinity of the contamination to cease and a
Risk Management Plan be prepared, approved, and implemented, and appropriate
agencies notified. Compliance with all applicable local, state, and federal laws and
regulations would control hazardous waste, transport, disposal, or clean-up to ensure
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that hazardous materials do not pose a significant risk to nearby sensitive receptors.
As such, a health risk assessment would not be required for the proposed project.

The proposed project includes residential, retail and market uses, and would not
require the handling of hazardous or other materials that would result in the
production of large amounts of hazardous waste. As discussed in Section 4.6 of the
DEIR, should the use and/or storage of hazardous materials at the project site tise
to a level subject to regulation, those uses would be required to comply with all
applicable federal and state laws.

Comment noted. The comment states that DTSC can provide guidance for cleanup
oversight through future agreement. It is not a direct comment on the content or
adequacy of the DEIR, and does not raise any specific environmental issue. No
further response is required.

This comment contains concluding information. It is not a direct comment on the
content or adequacy of the DEIR, and does not raise any specific environmental
issue. No response is required.

M Cadlifornia Department of Transportation (DOT), dated October 12,

2011
DOT-1

DOT-2

Comment noted. This comment contains introductory and general information, and
states that the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) District 12 is the
commenting agency on the proposed project. The nearest State routes to the project
site are State Route 39(SR-39) and Interstate 405 (I-405). Please refer to responses to
specific comments and recommendations below. No further response is required.

The commenter requests that the method outlined in the latest version of the
Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) be used when analyzing traffic impacts on State
Transportation Facilities. This methodology was used as documented in the BECSP
Program EIR, from which the proposed project DEIR is tiered.

Impacts to traffic and State Transportation Facilities are discussed in DEIR
Section 4.13.3 (Project Impacts and Mitigation). Mitigation measures BECSP
MM4.13-1, BECSP MM4.13-2, BECSP MM4.13-10, BECSP MM4.13-11, BECSP
MM4.13-12, BECSP MM4.13-13, BECSP MM4.13-14, BECSP MM4.13-17, and
BECSP MM4.13-18 address impacts to State Transportation Facilities in the area
(primarily addressing SR-39 [Beach Boulevard]) and require the project applicant to
make a fair share contribution toward the identified improvements that would
reduce project-related impacts to a less than significant level. However, the proposed
project would contribute to a cumulative impact on a currently deficient Caltrans
system, resulting in a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact, as identified on
DEIR page 4.13-19.
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DOT-3

DOT-4

10-26

The comment also states that the intersection of Main Street and Ellis Avenue
should be analyzed for future conditions in the year 2030 and impacts resulting from
the potential back up and over flow onto Beach Boulevard should be mitigated. As
discussed on DEIR page 4.13-10 and shown in Table 4.13-5 (2030 ADT Volume
Summary),

All segments are projected to have a slight decrease in daily traffic volumes
compared to daily traffic volumes projected for the BECSP in 2030...Based on
this reduction in ADT, the proposed project would not exceed anticipated daily
traffic volumes identified for the BECSP, which were determined to be less than
significant in the BECSP EIR.

Roadway segments analyzed in the DEIR include Beach Boulevard north and south
of Ellis Avenue, Beach Boulevard south of Garfield Avenue, Main Street west of
Beach Boulevard, and Ellis Avenue east of Beach Boulevard. As daily traffic volumes
under the project would be less than that identified for the BECSP, the LOS at study
intersections would not substantially change from those identified in the BECSP
EIR, and included in DEIR Table 4.13-3 (2030 ICU Summary). Accordingly, no
mitigation is necessary to address potential impacts associated with back up and
overflow onto Beach Boulevard as operating conditions at the intersection of Main
Street and Ellis Avenue would not be impaired by implementation of the proposed
project. However, future development occurring in the Five Points district, as
permitted by the BECSP, may be required to implement traffic improvements at the
intersection of Main Street and Ellis Avenue to address impacts associated with back
up and over flow onto Beach Boulevard.

As such, impacts to State Transportation Facilities have been adequately analyzed in
the DEIR and mitigated to a less than significant level. No further response is
required.

The project site is located at the intersection of Beach Boulevard (SR-39) and Ellis
Avenue which is identified as a Caltrans facility. As such, the proposed project would
occur in the vicinity of a Caltrans right-of-way (ROW) and could require an
encroachment permit from Caltrans prior to commencement of work. As
appropriate, all work performed would be subject to Caltrans Standard
Specifications, Standard Plans, Encroachment Permit manual, and the California
MUTCD.

As this comment is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the DEIR
and does not raise a specific environmental issue, no further response is required. All
comments will be forwarded to appropriate City departments and decision-makers
prior to consideration of project approval.

Caltrans requests that they continue to be informed of the proposed project activities
and any future development which could potentially impact State Transportation
Facilities. As this comment is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of
the DEIR and does not raise a specific environmental issue, no further response is
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required. All comments will be forwarded to appropriate City departments and
decision-makers prior to consideration of project approval.

B Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), dated September

30, 2011
NAHC-1

This comment provides introductory or general information regarding the role of the
Native American Heritage Commission, applicable CEQA statutes, as well as other
policies and requirements, and encourages consultation with Native American Tribes
in the area.

As discussed in Section 4.4 (Cultural Resources) of the DEIR, and confirmed later in
this comment letter, Native American cultural resources are not located on or within
the area of potential effect (APE) for the proposed project. However, consultation
with the NAHC and the Gabrielifio Tongva Nation during the preparation of the
BECSP EIR concluded that the BECSP area, including the project site is considered
to be sensitive for the presence of Native American cultural resources, including
human remains. As such, mitigation measure BECSP MM4.4-2(b) would be
implemented in the event that evidence of an archeological site or other unknown
historical resources are discovered during project-related earth moving activities.
This mitigation requires that an archeologist meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s
Professional Qualifications for Archeology is retained. Further, although no
resources are known to exist on the project site, mitigation measure BECSP
MM4.4-3(b) would ensure that previously unknown paleontological resources
uncovered during the construction process would be protected. Accordingly, the
potential to impact Native American cultural resources has been mitigated to a less
than significant level, in compliance with the statutes cited in this comment. No
further response is required.

10.3.2 Organizations

B Hickey and Petchul, LLP (on behalf of the Huntington View Point
Owners Association) (HP), dated October 21, 2011

HP-1

This comment provides introductory and general information regarding the
Huntington View Point (HVP) Owners Association (Association). The comment
also states that implementation of proposed project will impact the HVP
neighborhood due to increased vehicular and pedestrian traffic, criminal activity, and
demand for parking, reducing their quality of life and property values due to the high
density of the proposed project, ranging from 105 to 274 dwelling units. To clarify,
the proposed project analyzed in the DEIR would result in the development of a
maximum of 105 dwelling units. As an alternative to the proposed project,
Alternative 3, the Increased Residential Mixed-Use Alternative which would allow
for the development of up to 274 dwelling units was analyzed; however, the amount
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of commercial uses that would occur under Alternative 3 would be substantially
reduced compared to the proposed project (8,500 square feet [sf] vs. 37,000 sf).

Impacts  related to  traffic are addressed in DEIR  Section 4.13
(Transportation/Traffic). As disclosed in DEIR Section 4.13.3, all project related
traffic impacts were determined to be less than significant. Although the proposed
project would result in a net increase in daily trips compared to existing conditions,
as shown in Table 4.13-6 (Existing Year [2008] and Project Trip Generation
Comparison), the change in average daily trips (ADT) derived from the project site is
too small to produce a significant change in ADT volumes on the surrounding
streets. Accordingly, the level of service (LOS) at study intersections would not
change compared to existing conditions, as shown in Table 4.13-7 (Existing Year
[2008] With and Without Project ICU Comparison), and a less than significant
impact would occur under existing 2008 conditions. Further, with build out of the
Beach and Edinger Corridors Specific Plan (BECSP) (including the proposed
project) in 2030, study intersections would continue to operate at an acceptable LOS
with implementation of mitigation measures BECSP MM4.13-1 through BECSP
MM4.13-18, with the exception of the intersection of Beach Boulevard and Talbert
Avenue which would continue to operate at a deficiency. All other traffic related
impacts were determined to be less than significant in the DEIR, consistent with the
findings of the BECSP EIR. Therefore, the proposed project would not increase
traffic in the area such that significant impacts would occur, contrary to the
comment.

With regard to parking, it is unclear from the commenter’s letter what “limited
parking” refers to. The amount of parking provided on the project site is consistent
with that required by BECSP Section 2.7 (Parking Regulations). Additionally, as
discussed under DEIR Impact 4.13-7, the proposed project has been designed to
promote the use of alternative modes of transportation such as walking and public
transportation, reducing vehicle miles traveled. As the proposed project would place
housing and retail uses within walking distance to the Five Points shopping center,
jobs, existing residential uses, and public transportation, the demand for parking is
anticipated to be reduced compared to existing conditions in the area. In addition,
the proposed project site is located almost one-quarter mile from the Huntington
View Point development. It is not anticipated that project residents and visitors
would park at the Huntington View Point development and then walk that distance
to the project site. Further, as of 2011, CEQA no longer requires parking capacity to
be analyzed in environmental documents.

The threshold of significance as established by Appendix G of the 2011 CEQA
Guidelines to determine if a project may have a significant adverse impact on public
services is as follows:

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the

provision of, or need for, new or physically altered police protection facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environment impacts, in order to
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main acceptable setvice ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for
the public service?

As such, the DEIR does not consider potential direct increases in criminal activity,
but rather the DEIR analyzes impacts to public services (including police protection
services), with regard to the project’s direct increase in population and building area
which create additional demand for public services. Increased demand for public
services could result in inadequate staffing levels and/or necessitate construction of a
new or physically altered facility. DEIR Section 4.11.8 (Project Impacts and
Mitigation) acknowledges that the proposed project would result in an increase in
population and building area in the City, consequently increasing demand for police
services. However, with implementation of mitigation measure BECSP MM4.11-1
which would ensure that adequate staffing levels are maintained, implementation of
the proposed project would not require any new or physically altered police facilities
to maintain adequate response times and staffing, the construction of which could
result in significant environmental impacts. As such, a less than significant impact to
police protection services would occur.

Impacts to quality of life and property values are not a topic covered by CEQA and
therefore have not been addressed in the DEIR. However, this comment will be
forwarded to appropriate City departments and decision-makers prior to
consideration of project approval.

In conclusion, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts to traffic,
the only topic mentioned in this comment directly covered by CEQA and required
to be addressed in the EIR. All other issues provided in this comment will be
forwarded to appropriate City departments and decision-makers prior to
consideration of project approval. No further response is required.

The commenter urges the City’s Planning and Building Department to reconsider the
project and “more adequately address” the environmental impact of the project on
the residents of the City. The commenter also states that the HVP Association
intends to appear at the public hearing and object to the commencement of the
project unless further studies and research is considered to ensure that the impact
upon residents is minimized.

Although the commenter requests that specific environmental impacts be more
adequately considered and further studies and research be conducted, no direct
comment on the content or adequacy of the DEIR is provided, nor is a specific
environmental issue raised. Based on thorough analysis provided in both the project
DEIR and the BECSP Program EIR from which the project DEIR is tiered, the
proposed project would not result in significant impacts with exception of the
following significant and unavoidable impacts that were identified:
m  Air Quality

> Project Specific and Cumulative—Construction of the proposed
project would violate an air quality standard as it would result in
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emissions that exceed the SCAQMD threshold of significance for
VOCs.

m Transportation/Traffic

> Cumulative—Operation of the proposed project would
cumulatively contribute to an unacceptable Level of Service at two
City intersections.

> Cumulative—Operation of the proposed project would
cumulatively contribute to an increase in delay at two Caltrans
intersections and would increase traffic to the 1-405 northbound
loop ramp, which is currently deficient.

As such, impacts of the proposed project have been adequately disclosed in the
DEIR and are supported by studies included as appendices to the DEIR or available
for review at the City.

The comment requests that homeowners within the HVP Association receive
individual notice prior to approval of the proposed project in order for individuals to
review the EIR and provide comments. The comment also states that owners and
residents of the HVP neighborhood did not receive a notice of availability for the
DEIR.

The DEIR for the Beach and Ellis Mixed-Use Project was circulated for review and
comment by the public, agencies, and organizations for a 45-day public review
period that began on September 9, 2011, and concluded on October 24, 2011. A
public information meeting was held on October 6, 2011, to receive comments on
the adequacy of the DEIR. A notice of availability (NOA) was distributed to all
owner and occupants of property within a 1,000-foot radius of the proposed project
site, including the HVP Association, as well numerous addresses on Vallarta Drive
and Pueblo Court which are within the HVP neighborhood. The NOA included the
dates of the DEIR review period, the date, time, and location of the public meeting,
and where the DEIR could be found for public review. Further, the dates of the
DEIR review period and the location, date and time of the public hearing on the
DEIR were provided on the City’s Planning and Building Department website and
noticed in the local newspaper (http://www.huntingtonbeachca.gov/government/
departments/planning/major/). As such, the City followed protocol for notification
of residents regarding availability of the DEIR. All comments will be forwarded to
appropriate City departments and decision-makers prior to consideration of project
approval. No further response is required.

Comment noted. The comment states that the Association reserves the right to
further comment and object to any of the issues contained in comments and
objections received from other interested parties. As this comment is not a direct
comment on the content or adequacy of the DEIR and does not raise a specific
environmental issue, no further response is required. All comments will be
forwarded to appropriate City departments and decision-makers prior to
consideration of project approval.
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Comment noted. This comment contains closing text. As this comment is not a
direct comment on the content or adequacy of the DEIR and does not raise a
specific environmental issue, no further response is required. All comments will be
forwarded to appropriate City departments and decision-makers prior to
consideration of project approval.

Individuals

B The Peter Law Firm (Alois Peter, Jr.) (PLF), dated October 19, 2011

PLF-1

PLF-2

Comment noted. The commenter is an owner and resident of the HVP
neighborhood and is opposed to the project because it will lower the quality of life
for the citizens of Huntington Beach. The comment also states that an NOA was
not received by the commenter or others in the HVP neighborhood and the project
was being proposed without the community’s knowledge.

As stated in Response HP-3, the NOA was distributed to all owners and occupants
of properties within a 1,000-foot radius of the proposed project site, which included
the HVP Association, as well numerous addresses on Vallarta Drive and Pueblo
Court which are within the HVP neighborhood. Further, the dates of the DEIR
review period and the location, date and time of the public hearing on the DEIR
were provided on the City’s Planning and Building Department website and in the
local newspaper. As such, the City followed protocol for notification of residents
regarding availability of the DEIR.

With regard to the comment about the project being proposed without the
community’s knowledge, the proposed project site was contemplated in the IS/NOP
prepared for the BECSP EIR (July 2008). For the proposed project site, a project
consisting of 120 residential dwelling units, and a commercial component, totaling
71,000 square feet (sf) of retail uses and a two-level health club was identified in the
BECSP IS/NOP. The project, as proposed, is 15 dwelling units and 34,000 sf of
commercial space less than the project contemplated for the project site in the
IS/NOP. As such, development of the project site with the proposed uses and
density has been long anticipated by the City and encouraged in the BECSP through
its development standards. Community outreach for the BECSP and associated EIR
included sixteen community meetings and public hearings. Notice of these meetings
was sent to property owners and occupants within a 1,000-foot radius of the Specific
Plan boundary and included the HVP Association and numerous property
owners/occupants on Vallarta Drive and Pueblo Coutrt. Therefore, development of
the project site is not unexpected and has been planned for since preparation of the
IS/NOP for the BECSP EIR began in July 2008.

The comment states that the HVP neighborhood was not given proper notice of the
DEIR as required by law. Please refer to Response PLF-1 regarding the City’s
actions to notify residents of the availability of the DEIR.
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CEQA Guidelines Section 15087(a)(3) requires an NOA be mailed to the owners
and occupants of all properties contiguous to the parcel or parcels on which the
project is located. As the City distributed the NOA to all owners and occupants of
properties within a 1,000-foot radius of the project site, the City satisfied legal
requirements related to the distribution of the NOA. As such, no further response is
required.

Comment noted. The commenter expresses dislike for the project due to the size
(274 residential units and 483 new parking stalls) which would result in increased
traffic and crime, and the project, as proposed, is not needed by the community.
Refer to Response HP-1 regarding traffic and crime. It should also be noted that the
project proposed includes 105 residential dwelling units, contrary to the commenter’s
statement, and includes retail, market and open space components. However, an
alternative to the project does include 274 dwelling units. Further, the project has
been designed to achieve the objectives of the BECSP and is consistent with the
City’s vision for the project site. The project is intended to improve the quality of life
for residents of Huntington Beach by providing commercial uses and open space
that serves the community, and encouraging the use of alternative modes of
transportation such as walking or public transportation, which reduce vehicle miles
traveled. Refer to Response HP-1 regarding the amount of parking provided on the
project site.

As this comment is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the DEIR
and does not raise a specific environmental issue, no further response is required. All
comments will be forwarded to appropriate City departments and decision-makers
prior to consideration of project approval.

The comment states that due to the proposed project’s access configuration, daily
traffic volumes on Ellis Avenue would increase, making it more dangerous and
difficult for residents of the HVP neighborhood to exit the community from Vallarta
Drive onto Ellis Avenue.

The proposed project is estimated to generate approximately 1,693 daily vehicle trips,
an increase of approximately 510 daily trips compared to existing conditions (refer to
Table 4.13-6 [Existing Year (2008) and Project Trip Generation Comparison]). As
shown in DEIR Figure 4.13-2 (Project Trip Distribution and Project Access
Volumes), the traffic study estimates that 31 percent of the 510 daily trips generated
by the proposed project would use Ellis Avenue, equating to a daily increase in
traffic on Ellis Avenue of 158 trips. This increase in ADT would not result in any
significant change in LOS at study intersections or result in significant adverse
impacts. A portion of these small increases in traffic on Ellis Avenue will add to the
traffic volumes in the vicinity of Vallarta Drive. However, the volume of traffic
represents a relatively small percentage of the existing traffic on Ellis Avenue (less
than 1 percent) and would not be expected to result in a significant adverse impact.
Additionally, the 1,200-plus-foot distance between the proposed driveway on Ellis
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Avenue and Vallarta Drive is sufficient to eliminate any operational effects of the
proposed project that could result increased difficulty or danger when entering or
exiting the HPV neighborhood.

The comment states that air quality will get worse in the neighborhood due to
increased vehicle trips generated from the project site. However, as disclosed in
DEIR Section 4.2.3 (Project Impacts and Mitigation) significant air quality impacts
would not occur during operation of the proposed project. The proposed project
would produce higher emissions of VOCs, SOy, and PM,, and lower emissions of
NOy, CO, and PM,; compared to existing site development. However, emissions
generated from operation of the proposed project would not exceed the thresholds
of significance recommended by the South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD) for any criteria pollutant, as disclosed under Impact 4.2-3, and would
not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, as disclosed
under Impact 4.2-5. As such, air quality impacts would not occur as result of
operation of the proposed project, and no further response is required.

Comment noted. As this comment is not a direct comment on the content or
adequacy of the DEIR and does not raise a specific environmental issue, no further
response is required. All comments will be forwarded to appropriate City
departments and decision-makers prior to consideration of project approval.

The comment states that noise levels will increase in the community due to more
residences (274 dwelling units) and cars resulting from the proposed project, and
expresses concern that helicopters will hover over the project site, further increasing
noise.

As disclosed in DEIR Section 4.9.3 (Project Impacts and Mitigation), operation of
the proposed project would not result in increased noise levels such that a significant
impact would occur. Increased noise levels associated with operation of the
proposed project, including vehicle trips, increased human activity, and heating,
ventilation and air conditioners (HVAC), would not exceed the established threshold
of significance or substantially increase in ambient noise levels. Further, refer to
Response HP-1 regarding an increase in crime. CEQA does not require the
consideration of potential direct increases in criminal activity, but rather the analysis
of impacts to public services (including police protection services), with regard to the
project’s direct increase in population and building area which could create additional
demand for public services. As discussed in DEIR Section 4.11.8, the proposed
project would result in a less than significant impact to police protection services. As
such, a direct increase in police helicopters hovering above the site is not anticipated
and associated noise impacts would not occur. Further, the proposed project would
not include a helipad. As discussed on DEIR page 4.9-9, the nearest helipad is
located 1.47 miles north of the proposed project site on the rooftop of a tower at the
southwest corner of Beach Boulevard and Warner Avenue, and has not been used in
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over three years. As such, noise impacts associated with helicopters is not anticipated
to be significant.

To clarify, the proposed project analyzed in the DEIR would result in the
development of a maximum of 105 dwelling units. As an alternative to the proposed
project, Alternative 3, the Increased Residential Mixed-Use Alternative which would
allow for the development of up to 274 dwelling units, was analyzed. Noise analysis
performed for Alternative 3 beginning on DEIR page 6-35, determined that noise
impacts anticipated under Alternative 3 would be less than significant, similar to, but
slightly greater than, the proposed project due to the increase of vehicle trips
generated at the site and the intensification of human activity. As such, significant
noise impacts would not occur as result of operation of the proposed project or
Alternative 3, and no further response is required.

The comment states that utilities and service systems would be further strained with
the construction of the proposed project. Refer to DEIR Section 4.14
(Utilities/Service Systems) which provides a discussion of how the proposed project
would not result in significant impacts to utilities and service systems, and would be
accommodated by existing utilities infrastructure and service systems with
implementation of mitigation measure BECSP MMM4.14-1 and code requirements
BECSP CR4.14-1 through BECSP CR4.14-4, and compliance with all applicable
policies and regulations. As such, significant impacts to utilities and service systems
would not occur as result of the proposed project, and no further response is
required.

The comment states that future project conditions should be compared to existing
conditions. The DEIR compares the proposed project to both existing conditions
and those planned for at build out of the previously approved BECSP. Please refer
to the entirety of Chapter 4 (Environmental Analysis). Also, please note that the
project DEIR has been tiered from the BECSP Program EIR which analyzes the
impacts of full build out of the BECSP, including development of the project site.
This comment will be forwarded to appropriate City departments and decision-
makers prior to consideration of project approval.

The comment states that construction will create an unwanted nuisance. All
construction impacts have been determined to be less than significant or have been
mitigated to a less than significant level with the exception of Impact 4.2-2, an air
quality impact associated with VOC emissions during a small portion of the
construction phase that would exceed established thresholds. However, this impact
would be temporary. As this comment is not a direct comment on the content or
adequacy of the DEIR and does not raise a specific environmental issue, no further
response is required. All comments will be forwarded to appropriate City
departments and decision-makers prior to consideration of project approval.
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PLF-11 Comment noted. The comment expresses concern that the project will never be
completed and does not want this happening in the community, as was the case for
another project in the City of Huntington Beach. This comment does not raise any
CEQA related issues. As this comment is not a direct comment on the content or
adequacy of the DEIR and does not raise a specific environmental issue, no further
response is required. All comments will be forwarded to appropriate City
departments and decision-makers prior to consideration of project approval.

PLF-12 The comment expresses disinterest in the project and requests notification of the
next hearing on the project. As this comment is not a direct comment on the content
or adequacy of the DEIR and does not raise a specific environmental issue, no
further response is required. All comments will be forwarded to appropriate City
departments and decision-makers prior to consideration of project approval.

B Kate Tran (KT), dated October 18, 2011

KT-1 The commenter expresses an opinion on the project as proposed, concerns regarding
traffic congestion at the project area, and suggests that a two story commercial
structure be constructed at the project location. The comment also requests notice of
the City’s decision on the project. Refer to Response HP-1 regarding future traffic
conditions in the project area with and without the proposed project. This comment
will be forwarded to appropriate City departments and decision-makers prior to
consideration of project approval.

KT-2 The commenter inquires about the approval process and the impacts of the
proposed project. Impacts of the proposed project have been disclosed in the DEIR.
Although the project was contemplated in the BECSP Program EIR, the proposed
project, as well as future projects in the BECSP area, are subject to project specific
environmental review and approval processes as set forth in the BECSP. The vision
and development standards of the BECSP were the subject of sixteen community
meetings and public hearings for which over 22,000 property owners, businesses,
occupants and interested parties were notified. Interested parties, such as citizens of
Huntington Beach, may comment on individual projects during their approval
process. Projects in the City, including the proposed project, are not subject to voter
approval.

10.3.4 Public Testimony (DEIR Meeting)

Although the comments/letters are typically provided in alphabetical order, in this section, comments are
organized in the order in which testimony was received at the DEIR meeting on October 6, 2011.

M Tipton Wright (TW)

'W-1 The commenter expresses concerns regarding reduced vehicular access to the project
site compared to existing conditions, traffic impacts on area intersections, including
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Beach Boulevard and Ellis Avenue, and vehicle maneuvering in the adjacent alley
way. The commenter also inquires about the last time the City took car counts and
potential impacts to Bolsa due to the project.

Please refer to DEIR Section 4.13.3 (Project Impacts and Mitigation), which analyzes
traffic impacts of the proposed project. All traffic impacts were determined to be less
than significant. As disclosed under Impact 4.13-1 and Impact 4.13-2, under existing
conditions and year 2030 conditions, the proposed project would not result in a
change to the level of service (LOS) at intersections in the project area, and would
therefore result in a less than significant impact. However, the project is subject to a
fair-share contribution towards future improvements to the area roadway system, as
required by mitigation measures BECSP MM4.13-1 through BECSP M4.13-18.

Proposed access to the project site and anticipated project trip distribution is shown
in DEIR Figure 4.13-2. Although the proposed project would reduce the number of
access driveways from seven to two, turning movements would remain substantially
the same. As part of the proposed project, the private alleyway (referred to in this
comment) located along the east side of the project site would be improved to serve
as a shared access driveway/fire lane. These improvements would ensure that
vehicles would be able to maneuver safely. Additionally, design of the access points
and the alley will be formally approved during the site plan review process
undertaken by the City to ensure that impacts would be less than significant. Refer
also to Response PLF-4.

With regard to traffic counts, refer to the BECSP Traffic Study prepared in August
2009, included as Appendix F1 of the BECSP EIR. As described on DEIR
page 4.13-1, the project traffic section “relies on both the project-specific traffic
information provided in the BECSP Traffic Analysis for Beach-Ellis Project
prepared for this project, which supplements the information contained in the
BECSP Traffic Study, as well as information provided in the certified BECSP EIR”.
Accordingly, traffic counts included in the BECSP Traffic Study were used as the
baseline in the traffic analysis performed in DEIR  Section 4.13
(Transportation/Traffic). According to the BECSP Traffic Study, the volumes for
the arterial roads in the study area are from traffic counts collected in late 2005 and
early 2006 for the City of Huntington Beach, and in early 2009 for other
jurisdictions. A special count program carried out in Huntington Beach in 2008 to
determine if the count data was adequate for representing 2008/2009 conditions
determined that minimal growth in traffic had occurred over that two to three year
period. Because count data was determined to be adequate for representing
2008/2009 conditions and minimal growth has occurred in the City since the BECSP
Traffic Study was prepared, no more recent traffic counts have been taken.

With regard to impacts to Bolsa Avenue, as disclosed on DEIR page 4.13-18, the
proposed project would contribute to a cumulative significant and unavoidable
impact at the intersection of Beach Boulevard and Bolsa Avenue due to build-out of
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the BECSP. Implementation of mitigation measure BECSP MM4.13-12, which
requires the payment of fair-share impact fees to fund future improvements at the
intersection of Beach Boulevard and Bolsa Avenue, would reduce the cumulative
impact at the intersection of Beach Boulevard at Bolsa Avenue, although the
intersection would continue to operate at an unacceptable LOS F in the PM peak
hour. However, because this intersection is a Caltrans facility and is outside of the
City’s jurisdiction to ensure mitigation is implemented, the impact is considered to be
a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact. No other intersections with Bolsa
Avenue would be significantly impacted as a result of implementation of the
proposed project, or build out of the BECSP.

B John Craney (JC)

jC-1

The commenter expresses concern regarding increased traffic on Ellis Avenue,
Beach Boulevard, and Main Street, impacts on air quality due to parking, and the
availability of water, the height of proposed buildings, as well as increased crime and
crime statistics and benefits to the citizens of Huntington Beach.

Refer to DEIR Section 4.13.3 (Project Impacts and Mitigation) for an analysis of
traffic impacts of the proposed project. Although the proposed project would
increase the number of daily vehicle trips generated at the project site compared to
existing conditions, under existing conditions and year 2030 conditions, the level of
service at study area intersections would not change substantially as a result of the
project. Accordingly, traffic impacts on Ellis Avenue, Beach Boulevard, and Main
Street would be less than significant. However, the project is subject to a fair-share
contribution towards future improvements to the area roadway system, as required
by mitigation measures BECSP MM4.13-1 through BECSP MM4.13-18. Refer also
to Response PLF-4.

With regard to air quality impacts in the parking structure, refer to DEIR
Section 4.2.3 (Project Impacts and Mitigation). While the proposed project would
result in temporary air quality impacts during a portion of the construction phase,
operation of the proposed project would not result in air quality impacts.

With regard to the water supply, refer to Impact 4.14-2. Although the proposed
project would generate an additional demand for water, compliance with the City’s
conservation programs, as well as implementation of mitigation measure BECSP
MM4.14-1 and code requirement BECSP CR4.14-2 would ensure that the proposed
project’s impact to water supply would be less than significant.

The height of proposed buildings and BECSP building height limits and standards
are discussed beginning on DEIR page 4.1-9. BECSP Section 2.3.1 (Building Height)
permits buildings to be a minimum of two stories and a maximum of six stories in
height on the project site and BECSP Section 2.3.2 (Special Building Height Limits)
establishes special building height limits for development along Beach Boulevard or
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located adjacent to, or across from, housing such as the project site. Inconsistencies
between the design of the proposed project and BECSP building limits and
standards would be addressed during the site plan review process, and revisions to
the design of the proposed project may be made in an effort to achieve consistency
with the BECSP guidelines. As such, the height of development on the project site
would ultimately be consistent what has been encouraged in the BECSP through its
development standards.

Refer to Response HP-1 regarding increased crime resulting from implementation of
the proposed project. As the remainder of concerns expressed in this comment are
not covered by CEQA, not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the
DEIR and do not raise a specific environmental issue, no further response is
required. All comments will be forwarded to appropriate City departments and
decision-makers prior to consideration of project approval.

B Fred Kent (FK)

FK-1

10-38

The commenter asks the meaning of SRO, which stands for single-room occupancy
as defined on DEIR page 3-1. The commenter asks about proposed traffic
improvements, such as traffic lights at access points and turning lanes, and analysis
done for traffic on Ellis Avenue, and expresses concerns regarding vehicular access
to the project site. The commenter also states that he was not aware of any previous
meetings and that traffic is bad at the intersection of Gothard Avenue and Main
Street.

The proposed project does not include off-site traffic improvements such as traffic
lights or turning lanes. However, the proposed project is required to make a fair
share contribution towards future improvements to the area roadway system, as
required by mitigation measures BECSP MM4.13-1 through BECSP MM4.13-18,
although none of these improvements would occur on Ellis Avenue or Beach
Boulevard. Refer to DEIR Section 4.13.3 (Project Impacts and Mitigation) regarding
traffic conditions on Ellis Avenue with implementation of the proposed project. The
proposed project would not result in changes to the level of service at study
intersections, including Ellis Avenue, under both existing conditions and year 2030
conditions. The comment regarding existing traffic conditions at the intersection of
Gothard Avenue and Main Street has been noted. Refer to Response TW-1 for a
discussion of proposed vehicular access to the project site.

As disclosed in DEIR Chapter 1 (Introduction), the proposed project site was
identified in the Initial Study (IS)/Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the BECSP EIR
as one of four individual projects that would be analyzed under the BECSP EIR.
(Subsequent to the IS/NOP it was determined that the individual project would be
analyzed separately from the BECSP EIR.) Accordingly, the scoping meeting held on
August 21, 2008 for the BECSP EIR also addressed the project previously proposed
for the project site. The project as proposed is currently 15 dwelling units and
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34,000 square feet (sf) of commercial space less than the project contemplated for
the project site, and is substantially consistent with that published in the IS/NOP for
the BECSP EIR. No other public hearings and public meetings have been conducted
for the proposed project.

B Simon Feirstein (SF)

SF-1

The commenter expresses concerns regarding how semi-trucks will access the
project site, and the proposed use of the alley/fire lane by these trucks. The
commenter also asks if the alley will be widened as part of the project. As stated on
DEIR page 3-7 and altered in Section 9.2 of this FEIR:

Access for delivery trucks would be provided from a shared access driveway
(private alleyway) to the east of the project site. An easement for pedestrian and
vehicular ingress and egress serving the subject site and the shopping center to the
south exists on this property; however, the project would be required to improve
the shared access driveway, as needed.

Improvements to the shared access driveway/fire lane would ensure that trucks
could be adequately accommodated. Further, design of the access points will be
formally approved during the site plan review process undertaken by the City which
would ensure that truck access is accommodated.

B Nancy Untener (NU)

NU-1

The commenter asks if there are other projects similar to the proposed project in
terms of the number of units, density, and square feet. In response, there are several
recently approved projects in the city that are more dense than the proposed project.
Please refer to the City’s Planning and Building Department website at
http:/ /www.huntingtonbeachca.gov/government/departments/Planning/major/

for a description of these projects.
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